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To: Small Area Joint Planning Commission October 22, 2021

RE: Case #C814-89-0003.02 305 S. Congress PUD (Statesman PUD)

Dear Zoning and Planning Commissioners,

My name is Brooke Bailey, and I was on the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board from its inception in 2009 until it was

dissolved under 10-1 in 2015 and on the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board from 2017 until 2019. I am sending
this letter on behalf of several of us who have been involved with Lady Bird Lake and the Waterfront Overlay for many
years and are all in agreement about the following issues with the Statesman PUD proposal.

I was Chair of the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board when the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan process was

initiated and developed by Alan Holt and our Board. The process involved several years of meetings, charettes,
walk-abouts, and other events that involved all stakeholders. Those stakeholders included landowners, neighbors,
neighborhood organizations, developers (including Endeavor), and anyone else with interest in the future of the South
Central Waterfront Area, which includes the Statesman property. The plan was developed and passed unanimously at
Council. During the planning process all input was valued and there was no opposition from stakeholders when the final
plan was released. An economist, Abe Farkas of ECONorthwest, was hired to help guide us in making sure all we were
including in the plan was feasible economically, and what development trade-offs would be required to achieve the lofty
goals of the plan-in other words could it be done, and could the developers still make a profit. The answer was yes. We
recommend you study the data in the SCW Vision Plan, it will explain the methods and the numbers in much more detail.

Then the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board was formed in 2017 with the task of implementing the plan, of which

I was elected Chair of a Board made up of people vested in the future of the South Central Waterfront. Our urgent goal
was to get the Regulating Plan finished to codify the plan. At the time it was tied to CodeNext, so we went to Council
several years ago, and they directed City Staff to unbind it and finish it. There was money in the budget to do this. City
Staff refused to act-why I still do not understand because this was a plan that EVERYONE approved, and the Regulating
Plan was 80% finished. To this day they still have not finished the Regulating Plan and the South Central Waterfront
framework is not codified. We could argue that they are not following the vision framework since there is not a
Regulating Plan for their site or the district, governance, and a financial mechanism in place to capture the financing
required.

As you can see by my long term participation and commitment, and that of the co-signers, the citizen participation and

contribution has been disrespected and disregarded. We, along with the applicant, have been engaged in the South
Central Waterfront process long before the amended PUD was filed in 2019.

To be clear, we are not opposed to the redevelopment of the Statesman Property, and we understand why they are

coming forward as an amended PUD due to the delays by staff. The opposition is the taking of entitlements such as
height and FAR without the community benefits clearly defined (by a current market value dollar amount) which is not
acceptable since public funds will need to be raised to complete amenities shown on plan.

We are encouraging Housing and Planning Department staff to be more transparent in their recommendations,

especially those that disregard the existing entitlements and current regulations of the governing Waterfront Overlay
Ordinance, Vertical Mixed Use Overly, and especially the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan.

The provisions of affordable housing at 4% is the minimum, not the cap, for a district plan that calls for 20% of all units.

Furthermore, the Vertical Mixed Use overlay already in place for the site requires a minimum of 10% affordability for all
new housing. The plan allowed for extra heights to manage for above grade, structured parking requirements within the
individual building envelopes. If the parking is submerged or placed in a plinth of indeterminate height, then why have
heights well above those indicated in the vision plan been approved by staff?

We believe it is of utmost importance to hold Endeavor to the recommendations of the Environmental Commission, they

are much more informed about these issues, and the health of Lady Bird Lake is primary to any discussion about



development along the shore and within the Waterfront Overlay.
The applicant has not shown a valid reason not to live up to their obligation on parkland. The economic constraints put
forth do not match what the economist concluded, and those calculations were based on much lower building heights
and FAR. I completely concur with the resolution put forth by the Parks Board on September 28thregarding the PUD
proposal vs the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan Park requirements. It is exceedingly inferior to what is required.

The Vision Plan clearly defined street widths and design, it is important that the finished streets include all the elements

including accommodations for pedestrians, bicyclists, the mobility-impaired, trees and plantings, and vehicle traffic. As
those plans are still being finalized, I would hope that a condition of approval will include ‘street design to be completed
as shown in the SCW Vision Plan.’

The South Central Waterfront Vision Plan is a good plan and should be used as the framework for the redevelopment of

the Statesman Property, but this applicant seeks to take advantage of the benefits of the plan without giving back fully in
community benefits or superior design. An amended PUD on this site, which takes advantage of a legacy clause, is what
we were trying to avoid, but now seems unavoidable, so please hold this applicant to the same lofty standards as the
plan asks for on the most important site in the Central Austin area. As we promote density in this area, Lady Bird Lake,
housing for all, usable parkland, safe and shared streets, and consideration of the contribution of citizen volunteer
concerns are too important to compromise on.

Respectfully,

Brooke Bailey,
Former Member and Chair of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board & Former Member and Chair of the

Waterfront Planning Advisory Board

Wendy Todd,

Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board & Former Member of the Waterfront Overlay Task

Force

Cory Walton,

Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board and Former Member of the Waterfront Planning

Advisory Board

Linda Guerrero,

Current Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board



To: Planning Commission    December 6, 2021 

RE: Case #C814-89-0003.02  305 S. Congress PUD (Statesman PUD) 

Dear Zoning and Planning Commissioners, 

My name is Brooke Bailey, and I was on the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board from its inception in 2009 until it was 

dissolved under 10-1 in 2015 and on the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board from 2017 until 2019. I am sending 

this letter on behalf of several of us who have been involved with Lady Bird Lake and the Waterfront Overlay for many 

years and are all in agreement about the following issues with the Statesman PUD proposal.  

I was Chair of the Waterfront Planning Advisory Board when the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan process was 

initiated and developed by Alan Holt and our Board. The process involved several years of meetings, charettes, walk-

abouts, and other events that involved all stakeholders. Those stakeholders included landowners, neighbors, 

neighborhood organizations, developers (including Endeavor), and anyone else with interest in the future of The South 

Central Waterfront Area, which includes the Statesman property. The plan was developed and passed unanimously at 

Council. During the planning process all input was valued and there was no opposition from stakeholders when the final 

plan was released. An economist, Abe Farkas of ECONorthwest was hired to help guide us in making sure all we were 

including in the plan was feasible economically, and what development trade-offs would be required to achieve the lofty 

goals of the plan-in other words could it be done, and could the developers still make a profit. The answer was yes. We 

recommend you study the data in the SCW Vision Plan, it will explain the methods and the numbers in much more 

detail. 

 Then the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board was formed in 2017 with the task of implementing the plan, of which 

I was elected Chair of a Board made up of people vested in the future of the South Central Waterfront. Our urgent goal 

was to get the Regulating Plan finished to codify the plan. At the time it was tied to CodeNext, so we went to Council 

several years ago, and they directed City Staff to unbind it and finish it. There was money in the budget to do this. City 

Staff refused to act-why I still do not understand because this was a plan that EVERYONE approved, and the Regulating 

Plan was 80% finished. To this day they still have not finished the Regulating Plan and the South Central Waterfront 

framework is not codified. We could argue that they are not following the vision framework since there is not a 

Regulating Plan for their site or the district, governance, and a financial mechanism in place to capture the financing 

required. 

As you can see by my long term participation and commitment, and that of the co-signers, the citizen participation and 

contribution has been disrespected and disregarded. We, along with the applicant, have been engaged in the South 

Central Waterfront process long before the amended PUD was filed in 2019.  

To be clear, we are not opposed to the redevelopment of the Statesman Property, and we understand why they are 

coming forward as an amended PUD due to the delays by staff. The opposition is the taking of entitlements such as 

height and FAR without the community benefits clearly defined (by a current market value dollar amount) which is not 

acceptable since public funds will need to be raised to complete amenities shown on plan.    

We are encouraging staff to be more transparent in their recommendations, especially those that disregard the existing 

entitlements and current regulations of the governing Waterfront Overlay Ordinance, Vertical Mixed Use Overly, and 

especially the South Central Waterfront Vision Framework Plan. 

The provisions of affordable housing at 4% is the minimum, not the cap, for a district plan that calls for 20% of all units. 

Furthermore,  the Vertical Mixed Use overlay already in place for the site requires a minimum of 10% affordability for all 

new housing. The plan allowed for extra heights to manage for above grade, structured parking requirements within the 

individual building envelopes. If the parking is submerged or placed in a plinth of indeterminate height, then why have 

heights well above those indicated in the vision plan been approved by staff?  



The Environmental Commission is extremely concerned about protecting the shoreline and vegetation, minimizing 

erosion, and impact to trees. Furthermore, Environmental Commission requests that the Applicant continue to consult 

with governmental and conservation organizations for best practices to insure the health of the Austin bat colony. 

We believe it is of utmost importance to hold Endeavor to the recommendations of the Environmental Commission, 

they are much more informed about these issues, and the health of Lady Bird Lake is primary to any discussion about 

development along the shore and within the Waterfront Overlay.  

The applicant has not shown a valid reason not to live up to their obligation on parkland. The economic constraints put 

forth do not match what the economist concluded, and those calculation were based on much lower building heights 

and FAR. I completely concur with the resolution put forth by the Parks Board on September 28th regarding the PUD 

proposal vs the South Central Waterfront Vision Plan Park requirements. It is exceedingly inferior to what is required. 

The Vision Plan clearly defined street widths and design, it is important that the finished streets include all the elements 

including accommodations for pedestrian, bike, tree, and vehicle traffic. As those plans are still being finalized, I would 

hope that a condition of approval will include ‘street design to be completed as shown in the SCW Vision Plan.’ 

The South Central Waterfront Vision Plan is a good plan and should be used as the framework for the redevelopment of 

the Statesman Property, but this applicant seeks to take advantage of the benefits of the plan without giving back fully 

in community benefits or superior design. An amended PUD on this site, which takes advantage of a legacy clause, is 

what we were trying to avoid, but now seems unavoidable, so please hold this applicant to the same lofty standards as 

the plan asks for on the most important site in the Central Austin area. As we promote density in this area, Lady Bird 

Lake, housing for all, usable parkland, safe and shared streets, and consideration of the contribution of citizen volunteer 

concerns are too important to compromise on.  

 

Respectfully, 

Brooke Bailey,  

Former Member and Chair of the Waterfront Overlay Advisory Board & Former Member and Chair of the South Central 

Waterfront Advisory Board 

Wendy Todd, 

Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board 

Cory Walton, 

Former Member of the Waterfront Overlay Advisory Board & Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory 

Board 

Linda Guerrero, 

Current Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board as a representative of the Environmental Commission 

Francois Luca 

Former Member of the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board as a representative of the Parks and Recreation Board 

 

 

 

 

 

 



December 7, 2021 

Todd Shaw, Chair Austin Planning Commission and Carmen Llanes Pulido, D9 Planning Commissioner 

RE: NPA-2019-0022.02 for 305 S. Congress Ave 

Dear Chair Shaw and Commissioner Llanes Pulido, 

The Greater South River City NPCT has not had a chance to review the voluminous input from the South 
Central Waterfront Advisory Board to the Planning Commission on this case.  

Since the SCW Regulating Plan has not been adopted and the applicant is seeking increased 
entitlements, the NPCT’s 2019 opposition to the FLUM amendment has not changed. 

The current Land Use was not an error as is asserted by the applicant. As I told him in July 2019 on a 
phone call, the Statesman owners requested that the land use remain Industrial during our 2005 
Neighborhood Plan process.  

When the applicant requested that staff grant an out of cycle FLUM amendment in July 2019 and stated 
a hardship, the out of cycle application was administratively approved without notice to the NPCT. 

The rationale given later by Jerry Rusthoven for the administrative approval was that under PUD 
regulations, the site would be held to higher environmental standards.  

In October 2019, at a meeting held by the Planning Department at which the applicant watched the 
Astros in the MLB playoffs on his phone, neither the applicant nor two staff members could supply 
answers to how those higher environmental standards would be met. 

As well, the floodplain and flooding issues at the site have not been addressed as is documented by the 
attached comments from the FloodPlain Reviewer. And the flooding concerns in the Reviewer notes 
were made prior to the Atlas 14 adoption. 

In the two intervening years, no less than the South Central Waterfront Advisory Board, the City of 
Austin Environmental Commission, the Parks Board and the Austin City Council have discussed the SCW 
Regulating Plan. 

As recently as 2017 the SCW Regulating Plan was 80% complete. Taxpayer dollars were dedicated to the 
salaries of several planners who have worked on this plan for years. An outside economist was also 
hired with taxpayer dollars to determine the value of the requested increased entitlements and what 
the ROI for the taxpayer should be. 

All these governmental bodies have agreed that the proposal has not met the requirements of the SCW 
Regulating Plan. Yet the applicant has asked for even more entitlements than in 2019 when the NPCT 
opposed the change in FLUM. 

Until the SCW Regulating Plan is adopted and the applicant proves they can meet the higher 
environmental  standards, there is no change to the NPCT position. 

Thank you for your service to the citizens of Austin. 

Elloa Mathews, Acting Chair Greater South River City NPCT 
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• No tree plantings immediately under and adjacent to the bridge to ensure unrestricted ingress 
and egress for the bats 

• Downward facing lighting and some dark sky compliance, including elimination of bright lights 
shining directly on the bridge crevices 

• Retention of the tree line along the river east of the bridge to provide cover for the bats as they 
emerge in the evening 

• Improved public bat viewing areas 
• Bat education signage and programs throughout the bat viewing areas in the project 
 
We urge Endeavor and the City to continue to consider the bats by limiting the most disruptive 
construction activities (such as those that may cause excessive vibration to the bridge structure, 
for example blasting during excavation) to late Fall and Winter when the fewest bats are roosting 
in the bridge. Excavation activities that do not require blasting should not pose excessive 
vibration risks.  
 
As plans for programmed events proceed, we ask the City of Austin to exclude events with bright 
lighting and loud noise to reduce disturbance to the bat colony. We ask for our input to be 
included as the process advances.  We would like this provision added to the programming 
agreement for the development.  
 
In addition, we would like the park maintenance agreement to include references to avoiding 
widespread pesticide use and the prioritization of native landscaping where feasible. 
 
Finally, we’ve discussed these last three points with Endeavor, and they agree with our 
recommendations.  
 
Once again, we are very grateful for the responsiveness of Endeavor to our concerns and look 
forward to working with the developer and the City to ensure protection of the bats as this project 
continues to take shape. 
 
 



mailto:Andrew.Rivera@austintexas.gov


the District will be spent in the District, thus others have to cover the basics. Just the
fee to get the debt is $800K+. Debt does not lead to prosperity. 

In addition, Elloa Mathews asked several weeks ago how much money has been spent
on this District (Alan Holt's salary, several consultants, etc.) Please get her that info.

Before approving anything, please ensure that any project benefits the majority of
Austin, including money already spent. 

Does the property tax that they pay, equal to about 80 single family homes in a
neighborhood of 5,000 households, entitle them to get so much staff time and
proposed bonds to build amenities that will allow them to command more rent/sales
price? I don't begrudge them making money, but I definitely begrudge paying tax to
make it happen. 

Thank you for your consideration,

Paula Kothmann
property owner: Travis Heights and Bouldin, neighborhoods most impacted by the
SCW

CAUTION: This email was received at the City of Austin, from an EXTERNAL source.
Please use caution when clicking links or opening attachments. If you believe this to be a
malicious and/or phishing email, please forward this email to cybersecurity@austintexas.gov.



	

SOUTH	RIVER	CITY	CITIZENS	STATEMENT	IN	OPPOSITION	TO	305	S	CONGRESS	PUD	AMENDMENT	
JANUARY	21	UPDATE.DOCX	

January	18,	2021	

	

South	River	City	Citizens	(“SRCC”)	statement	in	opposition	to	305	S.	Congress	PUD	
Amendment	

	

SRCC	opposes	the	current	City	Staff	Planning	Department	recommendation	for	
the	amended	PUD	for	the	former	Statesman	site,	located	in	South	Central	
Waterfront	(“SCW”).	

SRCC	has	participated	in	the	SCW	Framework	Vision	Plan	adopted	by	Austin	City	
Council	in	2016,	with	the	expectation	that	future	redevelopment	would	include	
accessible	and	open	space,	affordable	housing,	and	green	infrastructure	as	
described	in	the	plan,	in	exchange	for	public	financing	and	favorable	entitlements.	

In	2019,	soon	after	the	PUD	amendment	application	was	submitted,	the	South	
Central	Coalition	(SRCC,	Bouldin,	Dawson,	Galindo,	Barton	Hills	and	Zilker	
Neighborhood	Associations)	passed	a	resolution	requesting	that	the	Planning	
Commission	defer	action	on	the	project	until	it	implemented	a	Regulating	Plan	
and	necessary	financial	tools	for	the	project.	

While	the	Austin	Economic	Development	Corporation	was	established	late	2021,	
there	is	no	governance	or	financing	for	the	SCW.	Although	the	applicant	claims	it	
has	complied	with	a	Regulating	Plan,	no	such	plan	exists.	

SRCC	appreciates	the	open	lines	of	communication	established	by	Endeavor	(Mr.	
Pastor)	and	the	owner’s	trustee	(Mr.	Suttle).	To	date,	Endeavor’s	project	design	
team	has	provided	SRCC	with	several	presentations	regarding	SCW.	

However,,	SRCC	supports	conditions	placed	on	the	project	from	the	Parks	and	
Recreation	Board	(PARD),	Environmental	Commission,	South	Central	Waterfront	
Advisory	Board,	Transportation	Department,	and	others;	and	as	such,	cannot	
recommend	approval	of	the	PUD	application	at	this	time.	

SRCC	will	continue	to	work	with	Endeavor	and	the	City	to	seek	agreement	and	
resolution	regarding	community	concerns.	

Russell Fraser� 1/21/2022 10:36 AM
Comment [1]: Updated	1/21/2022	

Russell Fraser� 1/21/2022 10:37 AM
Comment [2]: Should	“Also”	replace	
“However”?		

Russell Fraser� 1/21/2022 10:42 AM
Comment [3]: Added	Transportation	and	
semi	colon	
	

Russell Fraser� 1/18/2022 8:24 PM
Comment [4]: Clarify	this,	it’s	the	PUD	
application	not	the	SCW	
	





Property	Type Address2021	Land	Value Sales	Price Impr	Value	'21 	Impr	SF 	Impr	$/SF Yr	Buit Imp	Value	2020 Cost/SF Delta	20-21 Delta	%
Condo 900		South	First	St $657,876.00 1,347 $488.40 2018 574,620.00 426.59 83,256.00 14.49%

Commercial 1600	South	First	Street	 8,299,808 22,826 $363.61 2021 0.00 0.00 8,299,808.00 NA
SF 311	W	Milton	St	78704	rental $465,097.00 1,690 $275.21 1949 193,250.00 114.35 271,847.00 140.67%

Condos 500	E	Riverside	Dr $103,163.00 399 $258.55 1971 86,510 216.82 $16,653.00 19.25%
SF 1317	Kenwood	Ave	78704	HS $619,177.00 2,660 $232.77 1928 344,800.00 129.62 274,377.00 79.58%

"Affordable	"	 One	Texas	Center	CoA	5	ac	+	pvt $39,585,172.00 224,625	 $176.23 1983 37,072,825 165.05 2,512,347.00 6.78%
"Affordable	"	 2324	Wilson	St	Lucero $22,089,754.00 187,558 $117.78 2015 14,450,500 77.05 7,639,254.00 52.86%
Commercial 1924		South	First	St $367,103.00 5,194 $70.68 1961 585,360.00 112.70 -218,257.00 -37.29%
Restaurant 301	W	RIVERSIDE	DR	 $304,824.00 11,078 $27.52 1973 299,622 27.05 5,202.00 1.74%
Apartments WOODLAND	AVAria	Grand $1,667,983.00 63,906 $26.10 2020 1,535,775 24.03 132,208.00 8.61%

F4 200	Lee	Barton:	Paggi	House $97,000,000.00 $48,590.00 2,544 $19.10 1959 47,973 18.86 617.00 1.29%
Snoopy	PUD:	Stream	Realty 	Snoopy	PUD	401	South	First	St $	3,562,061.00 345,735 $10.30 2020 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00%

F3 604	W	JOHANNA	Restaura $6,084.00 1,296 $4.69 6,084.00 4.69 0.00 0.00%
Industrial 305	S	Congress	Statesman $1,776.00 60,986 $0.03 2007 2,000.00 0.03 -224.00 -11.20%

CoA	Tax	Exem 920	W	Riverside	Dr $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00%
Vacant	Lot	 South	6th	St $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Vacant	Lot Oltorf:	$72K	in	arrears	taxes $0.00 0 $0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00%



Property	Type Address 2021	Land	Value #Acres 	Land	Cost/Acre Land	$/SF Mortgage Sales	Price Impr	Value	'21
Snoopy	PUD:	Stream	Realty 	Snoopy	PUD	401	South	First	St $8,827,350.00 1.35 $6,538,777.78 $150.00 $122,940,000.00 $	3,562,061.00

"Affordable	"	 One	Texas	Center	CoA	5	ac	+	pvt $87,947,700.00 13.46 $6,534,004.46 $150.00 $39,585,172.00
Restaurant 301	W	RIVERSIDE	DR	 $7,476,263.00 1.20 $6,230,219.17 $142.50 $304,824.00

CoA	Tax	Exem 920	W	Riverside	Dr $49,005,000.00 9.00 $5,445,000.00 $125.00 $0.00
F4 200	Lee	Barton:	Paggi	House $1,161,604.00 0.22 $5,280,018.18 $120.00 $97,000,000.00 $48,590.00

Condo 900		South	First	St $95,436.00 0.02 $4,771,800.00 $110.00 $657,876.00
Commercial 1600	South	First	Street	 1,168,662 0.2683 $4,355,803.21 $100.00 8,299,808
Commercial 1924		South	First	St $676,530.00 0.17 $3,979,588.24 $90.00 $367,103.00

Industrial 305	S	Congress	Statesman $74,482,724.00 18.86 $3,949,661.89 $114.75 $1,776.00
Condos 500	E	Riverside	Dr $72,180.00 0.02 $3,609,000.00 $90.00 $103,163.00

Vacant	Lot	 South	6th	St $451,250.00 0.13 $3,471,153.85 $81.96 $0.00
F3 604	W	JOHANNA	Restaura $541,800.00 0.18 $3,010,000.00 $70.00 $6,084.00
SF 311	W	Milton	St	78704	rental $451,250.00 0.15 $3,008,333.33 $66.81 $465,097.00
SF 1317	Kenwood	Ave	78704	HS $450,000.00 0.17 $2,647,058.82 $60.80 $619,177.00

"Affordable	"	 2324	Wilson	St	Lucero $8,449,500.00 3.88 $2,177,706.19 $50.00 $23,000,000 $22,089,754.00
Vacant	Lot Oltorf:	$72K	in	arrears	taxes $300,000.00 0.17 $1,764,705.88 $40.51 $0.00
Apartments WOODLAND	AVAria	Grand $1,757,070.00 1.30 $1,351,592.31 $30.00 $1,667,983.00
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